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The issue is whether appellant sustained an injury in the performance of duty on
February 12, 2000.

On April 10, 2000 appellant, then a 58-year-old occupational therapist, filed a claim for
an injury sustained on February 12, 2000, a Saturday, when she was undergoing splint
fabrication training with Kurt A. Brower. Appellant stated that a chair went out from under her,
that she landed hard on the floor on her buttocks and that pain shot up her spine and down her
left leg. In a witness statement dated April 18, 2000 Mr. Brower stated that on February 12,
2000 he was teaching appellant splinting techniques, that she began to sit in a chair that slid out
from under her and that she landed on her buttocks.

On the reverse side of appellant’s claim form, the chief of the occupationa therapy
service, in aMay 3, 2000 statement, indicated that appellant was not injured in the performance
of duty, as she “volunteered to use OT [occupational therapy] clinic for self-training on
weekend.” This supervisor also controverted continuation of pay, stating: “Injury occurred not
during duty time on a Saturday. Employee was not supposed to be in the work area.”
Appellant’s regular work schedule was from Monday through Friday.

By decision dated May 12, 2000, the Office of Workers Compensation Programs found
that appellant was not injured in the performance of duty, as she volunteered to use the clinic for
self-training outside her regular duty time.

The Board finds that the case is not in posture for a decision.

Injuries sustained during training for an employee’s regular job are generally covered
under the Federal Employees Compensation Act.' However, training is not covered if it is
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undertaken voluntarily in an attempt to obtain a promotion, as such training has no relationship
to the employee’ s assigned duties.?

The Board is unable to ascertain whether the training appellant was undergoing on
February 12, 2000 was related to her assigned duties.® The training, according to appellant and
the doctor providing the training, was in splinting techniques, which appears related to
appellant’s duties as an occupational therapist. The employing establishment, however,
indicated that the training was voluntary and that appellant was not supposed to be in the work
area where the injury occurred. On remand, the Office should obtain further information from
appellant and the employing establishment to clarify the purpose of the training and whether it
was required by the employing establishment. After such further development of the evidence as
is necessary, the Office should issue a de novo decision.

The decision of the Office of Workers Compensation Programs dated May 12, 2000 is
set aside and the case remanded to the Office for action consistent with this decision of the
Board.
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